Introduction
Over the past few decades, an increasing number of States have adopted access-to-information laws or other institutions designed to make available information about government decisions and activities. 1 A number of factors have made possible this trend toward greater governmental transparency. The spread of democratic government worldwide, the emergence of a global civil society, the proliferation of international regimes requiring States to disclose information, and the widespread availability of information and communication technologies have all likely contributed to the global transparency trend.
2 Underlying these pressures is a strong belief that transparency influences, among other things, the quality and efficiency of governance.
The purpose of this chapter is to contribute to our knowledge about the role of transparency in safeguarding and improving human rights, as * Alexander Noonan and Ashley DiSilvestro provided invaluable research assistance. We also benefited from discussions of an earlier version of this chapter at the authors' retreat for 'Transparency in International Law' and at the International Law-International Relations Workshop at Harvard University. All errors remain ours alone. 1 John M. Ackerman/Irma E. Sandoval-Ballesteros, 'The Global Explosion of Freedom of Information Laws', Administrative Law Review 58 (2006), 85-130. 2 There is no commonly agreed upon definition of transparency. Some scholars and international organizations employ a definition that focuses on ensuring public access to information. For Ann Florini, transparency refers to the 'degree to which information is available to outsiders that enables them to have informed voice in decisions and/or to assess the decisions made by insiders'. Ann Florini, 'Introduction: The Battle Over Transparency', in Ann Florini (ed.), The Right to Know: Transparency for an Open World (New York: Columbia University Press, 2007), 1-16, 5. Others employ definitions that reference, in addition, the scope, accuracy and timeliness of information provided.
one element of governance. We define transparency as the dissemination of regular and useful information. 3 Many studies assume that information about government policies and practices helps improve compliance with international and domestic human rights law, 4 but they have not documented how and to what extent information-enhancing institutions and practices have been ensconced at the international and especially the domestic levels. We argue that one critical window into this matter is the establishment of national human rights institutions (NHRIs). NHRIs are independent governmental bodies specifically mandated to protect and promote human rights, and represent focal institutions for the provision of transparency about rights law and practice at the national level. We argue that the efficaciousness of these institutions depends on how and whether they actually inform people about the nature of human rights law and how individuals can act on this knowledge if they think their rights have been violated. Nowadays, websites represent the main tool by which NHRIs inform citizens of these matters. We show that NHRI websites are now commonplace, but recognize they are only potentially useful if they work, are navigable, and provide information that citizens can use to hold their governments and private actors accountable.
Not all NHRI websites rate highly in this regard and display considerable differences in the quality and quantity of information provided. We find that internet penetration within a country is a very strong predictor of a useful and user-friendly NHRI human rights website. Unsurprisingly, however, it is impossible to attribute better rights practices to this 'window' per se. Internet penetration itself is strongly associated with better rights practices across countries. We think it likely that NHRIs contribute in a small way to transparency in the human rights domain, but that their effects cannot be disentangled from the transparency effects of the internet more generally.
This chapter proceeds as follows. In the second section, we discuss theories of compliance with international human rights obligations, and the potential role of transparency in encouraging improved human rights practices. The third section discusses the role of NHRIs in monitoring, promoting, and educating people about their rights. We show they have spread over time, that most now have websites, and that many of these websites are operable and in fact do contain information about local and international law in a form comprehensible to laypersons. The fourth section employs statistical analyses to assess the conditions associated with the existence of highly transparent websites, and the fifth section explores correlations between these sites and human rights practices. We are far from providing a causal model linking transparency with better human rights, but note that both internet penetration and more transparent NHRI websites are associated with better rights practices in countries around the world. While we think it highly likely that governments that respect human rights are more willing to be more transparent about their human rights obligations, practices and available remedies, we also conclude that a better window on government practices may reinforce positive developments by enhancing the ability of individuals and groups to stay informed and hold governments and other actors accountable for their actions.
Transparency and Human Rights: The State of the Art
In the context of human rights, transparency refers to the provision and accessibility of information about: (a) the specific human rights guaranteed, both internationally and nationally, to citizens, and what these rights mean in practice; (b) the procedures and legal processes available to ensure realization of their rights; and (c) a government's policies and practices of human rights protection.
5 Under this definition, human rights transparency is viewed not as an end in itself but as an instrument for improving States' human rights practices. The consumers of this information are both citizens affected by a government's human rights practices, and international treaty bodies and NGOs tasked with monitoring these practices.
Transparency is often cited as the solution to a host of development and governance problems. The claimed benefits of greater transparency are many: it can improve investment climates and financial market performance more generally; it can promote public debate and improve policy-making; and it can increase the ability of legislatures, the media and civil society to hold policy-makers accountable, thereby increasing public trust and confidence in government. There are thus a number of theoretical reasons to expect greater transparency to improve States' compliance with human rights obligations, as transparency is often viewed as contributing to increased accountability of governments to both international and domestic actors. More specifically, most theories of compliance with international law rely explicitly or implicitly on the availability of information about government activities and legal obligations.
Still, international human rights treaties do not establish a legal obligation on States to be transparent about their human rights practices. None of the nine major human rights treaties, or their optional protocols, mention transparency in relation to States. 6 The only use of the word 'transparent' is found within article 35(4) of the Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, which provides that '[w]hen preparing reports to the Committee, States Parties are invited to consider doing so in an open and transparent process'. 7 In particular, States 'shall closely consult with and actively involve persons with disabilities, including children with disabilities, through their representative organizations '. 8 In contrast, the Convention against Torture explicitly provides for the absence of transparency, in the form of confidential inquiries under article 20 into the systematic practice of torture within a country. 9 In terms of dissemination of information about human rights, the Convention on the Rights of the Child is the only treaty to provide that State parties are to 'undertake to make the principles and provisions of the Convention widely known, by appropriate and active means, to adults and children alike'. Through these periodic reports, governments are required to provide information to the treaty committees on their human rights practices and efforts to comply. If States fall short in this regard, the committee -through its concluding observations -often publicly identifies non-compliant States, thereby engaging in a practice of 'naming and shaming' -that is publicizing a country's human rights violations and calling for reform. Similarly, the Human Rights Council (as previously the United Nations Commission on Human Rights) provides an international forum in which other governments (as opposed to independent treaty bodies) 'name and shame' through yearly resolutions. Within these resolutions, individual countries are singled out and publicly criticized for failing to uphold international human rights standards. 13 This strategy of 'naming and shaming' perpetrators of human rights abuses is often employed by NGOs and the news media as well. Theoretically, this strategy is believed to negatively affect a State's reputation for 'good behavior' 11 Ibid., art. 44(6); Migrant Workers Convention, 1990 (n 6), art. 73(4). 12 See, for example, Convention on the Rights of the Child, 1989 (n 6), art. 45(b). internationally 14 or increase social pressures to comply with human rights treaties. 15 However, its effectiveness in improving compliance is questionable. For example, Emilie Hafner-Burton found that global 'naming and shaming' is often followed by a continuation of or increase in some human rights violations, even as other types of violations (typically those most visible) are reduced. 16 Just as transparency and human rights appear to be mutually reinforcing at the international level, at the domestic level they seem to go hand in hand as synergetic means to promote democratic consolidation, development and good governance generally. And in fact, over the past three decades, the adoption of access-to-information laws has increased dramatically, 17 matched if not surpassed by the proliferation of human rights legislation and institutions. 18 Most domestic theories of compliance with international law also rely on the availability of information about government activities and legal obligations. For example, Beth Simmons argues that knowledge that one's government is publicly committed to comply with an international human rights treaty raises the expectations of domestic groups that they can legitimately demand compliance with such treaties. 19 Xinyuan Dai hypothesizes that information produced by international bodies can inform domestic audiences about the activities of their governments, and inform judgments about whether a government has complied with its international legal obligations. This information allows domestic constituencies to apply electoral pressure to their government in order to hold them accountable to the law. 20 cosette creamer and beth a. simmons the ultimate goal of international human rights treaties is and should be human rights transparency to a State's population, so that citizens themselves may be provided with the means to further their own human rights. While transparency to international organizations or treaty bodies may be important in encouraging compliance, this chapter focuses on the provision of human rights information to a State's population. A number of institutions may be responsible for providing such information, but this responsibility increasingly has fallen to NHRIs, which we argue have the potential to contribute significantly to transparency regarding human rights law, policies, practices and remedies. Our empirical focus in this chapter is therefore on the diffusion of these institutions around the world, as well as their potential to shed light on these policies to a broad audience, both at home and abroad.
The Role of NHRIs in Human Rights Compliance
A 'national human rights institution' refers broadly to 'a body which is established by a government under the constitution, or by law or decree, the functions of which are specifically designed in terms of the promotion and protection of human rights'. 21 Originating in western European and Commonwealth countries, NHRIs spread throughout southern Europe, Latin America, central and eastern Europe during the 1980s and 1990s. More recently, these institutional forms have proliferated throughout Asia and the Middle East. According to our estimates, 144 countries have established some type of a national human rights institution (see Figure 10 .1).
22
The term 'national human rights institution' encompasses a range of governmental bodies with human rights mandates, and in fact there is still considerable debate over the definition of an NHRI. 23 The three primary 'models' of an NHRI are the classical ombudsman model; the 21 national human rights commission model; and a hybrid model. The ombudsman model consists of a single member (the ombudsman) and staff, with a mandate typically covering procedural irregularities in public administration, ethnic and gender discrimination and children's rights. The national human rights commission model is a multi-member institution with a broad mandate to monitor and promote human rights, and in some countries includes the authority to investigative individual complaints. Lastly, the hybrid model, often in the form of a Human Rights Ombudsman Office, combines aspects of the ombudsman and commission models and deals with both human rights and public administration. 
cosette creamer and beth a. simmons
Serious international cooperation regarding NHRIs really began in the 1990s, with the adoption of the Paris Principles by a group of NHRIs in 1991. The Paris Principles establish general international standards on the mandate and structure of NHRIs, and were later endorsed by the UN Office of the High Commissioner for Human Rights (OHCHR) and the UN General Assembly. 25 In 1994, NHRIs established their own network in the form of the International Coordinating Committee of National Human Rights Institutions, charged with organizing and overseeing all international and regional connections. The International Coordinating Committee and the OHCHR have provided some definitional convergence by establishing an accreditation process for NHRIs, based on the institution's compliance with the Paris Principles. 26 Although States are often encouraged to establish an NHRI, there currently exists no international legal obligation for them to do so.
According to the Paris Principles, NHRIs are government-initiated and financed institutions that are supposed to remain independent of the government and other actors. While all are ostensibly designed to promote human rights, NHRIs display considerable variation in their official functions. These functions typically include: reviewing proposed and existing legislation for compliance with 'fundamental principles of human rights'; 27 monitoring international treaty implementation; producing reports on a government's human rights practices; providing training and research opportunities to various governmental and nongovernmental actors; and assisting with individual complaints.
Not all NHRIs have explicit jurisdiction over international human rights, particularly within countries that have historically enjoyed strong domestic protections or that prefer domestic to international mechanisms. Yet even for those that do not have an explicit international mandate, NHRIs are often tasked with helping to ensure implementation of and compliance with the human rights conventions a State has ratified. In fact, the UN encourages the establishment of NHRIs precisely because these institutions are believed to provide a central mechanism 25 UNGA, National Institutions for the Promotion and Protection of Human Rights, A/RES/48/134, 20 December 1993, annex: Principles Relating to the Status of National Institutions (Paris Principles). 26 The Paris Principles include, inter alia: operation independent from government; membership that broadly reflects societal composition; incorporation into legislation; and cooperation with civil society. For a description of the accreditation procedure, see: http://nhri.ohchr.org/EN/AboutUs/ICCAccreditation/Pages/default.aspx. 27 UNGA, Paris Principles, 1993 (n 25), art. 3(i).
through which international human rights norms can be implemented at the domestic level. 28 They are viewed as providing the 'practical link between international standards and their concrete application' 29 and have even been permitted to participate in relevant meetings of the UN Commission on Human Rights and the Human Rights Council. 30 One way in which NHRIs contribute to the implementation of international human rights is by influencing the content of domestic human rights legislation, itself often inspired by ratification of international human rights conventions. 31 The majority of NHRIs are mandated to advise governments on the compatibility of proposed or existing legislation with international standards. In addition, NHRIs often apply international human rights standards in their monitoring activities, particularly in the drafting of annual reports and in their handling of individual complaints and cases. They are also increasingly viewed as important sources of information regarding States' periodic reports submitted to international treaty bodies, and many even submit their own 'shadow reports' to these bodies.
The promotion and education function of NHRIs is perhaps most relevant to a government's human rights transparency. The educational work of NHRIs covers a broad range of activities, such as public education on human rights, public awareness campaigns, media work, and training State officials about the human rights standards with which they must comply. This public education and awareness function is fundamentally about communicating to the public in simple terms what human rights are and what mechanisms are available to protect them. It also entails publicizing the steps a country has taken to implement and comply with international human rights obligations. In this way NHRIs remain a central locus for transparency regarding government human rights practices, although many NHRIs face significant challenges in making their services accessible to as many people as possible.
A growing body of scholarship has sought to identify the conditions facilitating the transnational spread of NHRIs. A number of studies find that international institutions -specifically the OHCHR and UN treaty bodies -play an important role in persuading government actors to establish NHRIs. 32 Global and regional NHRI networks have also been identified as significant actors in explaining the particular form of an NHRI. 33 Apart from these influential actors, cross-national studies have found some evidence supporting a world polity explanation, according to which countries that are 'more embedded' in 'world culture' are more likely to create an NHRI.
34 A State's membership in international governmental and NGOs, the number of international human rights conventions it has ratified, and the regional and global density of NHRIs have all been found to help explain the decision to set up this institution. Predictably, democratic countries with few human rights violations are more likely to create an NHRI, though an increasing number of 'partly free' and 'not free' countries are setting up these institutions as well. Income, based on World Bank Gross Domestic Product per capita categories, on the other hand, does not seem to be correlated with NHRI creation. 
NHRI Transparency
The formal establishment of an NHRI does not in and of itself guarantee that this institution will provide information or enhance knowledge about a country's human rights practices and processes. Yet as one of the few governmental institutions explicitly charged with human rights promotion and protection, an NHRI is the institution where we would expect to see the most transparency regarding a State's human rights practices. Perhaps more importantly, the explicit human rights mandate of an NHRI implies that it is the body to which citizens themselves would first look when seeking information about their human rights and the mechanisms available to ensure their realization. And in fact, the extent to which an NHRI makes itself accessible to those most vulnerable to human rights violations has been recognized as a critical element in evaluating the performance and legitimacy of the institution.
36
Over the past few decades, advances in information and communication technologies have fundamentally changed how governments provide information and services to their citizens. The broader global movement toward e-government 37 suggests that one measure of a government's transparency is the amount of information it provides on its own websites. And with the dramatic increase over the past decade in internet penetration worldwide, one of the primary methods through which citizens now access information is through the internet, which many claim has enhanced the power of non-State actors. 38 Admittedly, improvements in telecommunication infrastructure and e-government depend considerably on sufficient resources to provide affordable access. While developed countries would be expected to rely more on e-government, developing countries have also recognized the centrality of information technology infrastructure and e-government, particularly for attracting economic investment. 39 Empirical assessments of levels of e-government have confirmed that the dissemination of government information via the internet is not simply a developed country phenomenon. 250 cosette creamer and beth a. simmons
As of 2011, most NHRIs do have websites (see Table 10 .1). South Asia has the highest proportion of NHRIs of any region in the world, and all have working websites. East Asia has the smallest proportion of NHRIs (slightly less than half of the countries in the region at this point), but most do have working websites. In absolute numbers, Europe and central Asia have the largest number of working NHRI websites, with forty-two. In sub-Saharan Africa, on the other hand, operative NHRI websites were much less common: fourteen countries with NHRIs had no web-presence at all, and another five had web-addresses that led nowhere. Table 10 .2 is a more systematic effort to analyze the correlates of transparency as indicated by the existence of a working website. It presents the findings of a multivariate logit model, which expresses the correlation (if any) between various explanatory variables (listed in the first column on the left of the table) and whether a country has a working website, a non-functioning web address or no website at all. The potential correlates we test are proxies for governance arrangements and capacities, human rights practices, income per capita and internet technical capacity. The results are quite strong and striking. They are also just as one might expect. Countries that are well and transparently governed Once we control for other governance factors, it appears to be the case that the better a countries human rights practices, 41 the less likely it is to have an NHRI website. This may reflect a calculation that good rights practices make this form of transparency somewhat unnecessary. It is also surprising that our proxy for technical capacity -average internet penetration (internet connections per 1000 population) -has practically no relationship to the existence of a working NHRI website. It seems more likely that transparency with respect to human rights as measured by the existence of a website is correlated with governance indicators rather than technical information technology capacity.
Of course it is not enough just to have a website. E-government has the potential to increase transparency only to the extent that citizens and international governmental and NGOs are able to access information on a State's human rights practices on a timely basis. 42 And a website only enhances transparency to the extent that it helps a rights holder know what his or her rights are and how to go about ensuring their realization. This points to a number of specific elements we would expect NHRI websites to provide if they were fully transparent. First, we would expect an NHRI to help citizens understand their legal rights under international and domestic law. Second, a fully transparent NHRI would present clear and unbiased information on a State's human rights practices, including not only the good news about efforts being made, but also the bad news about continuing problems and weaknesses. 43 Third, a transparent NHRI should provide instructions on how citizens can submit complaints or communications to domestic or international treaty bodies, or offer to help in this regard. 41 Human rights practices are measured by the Physical Integrity Index within the Cingranelli-Richards (CIRI) Human Rights Data Project, which summarizes government compliance with human rights relating to torture, extrajudicial killing, political imprisonment and disappearance. 42 Thomas Barnebeck Andersen, 'E-Government as an Anti-Corruption Strategy', Information Economics and Policy 21 (2009), 201-210. 43 While we recognize the importance of accuracy of information provided by NHRIs, our measures of transparency only capture the amount and to some extent the quality of information provided, without evaluating accuracy. We believe this constitutes a sufficient first step in measuring NHRI transparency.
Transparency about the Law
In terms of international human rights, actual NHRI websites display some interesting patterns. Of the 106 NHRIs with working websites, only 19 make no reference to international law at all. Thirty-two provide a special section devoted to explaining international legal obligations, with the remaining fifty-five making at least some reference to international law. Surprisingly only nine NHRI websites provide what can be considered a 'lay definition' of the protections afforded by international human rights law. In contrast to general references to international human rights, fortyfour NHRI websites provide no indication of the specific conventions the State has ratified. Of those that do, thirty-four provide a list of ratified treaties that appears exhaustive, while twenty-eight mention some ratified treaties but do not provide a systematic list. Fifty-nine NHRI websites provide no working links to treaty texts, while forty-seven do.
Why are some NHRIs so clear about the nature of international legal obligations, while others barely mention international human rights law? One possibility is that NHRIs rely more explicitly on international legal instruments when domestic legal structures and protections are weak. However, there appears to be very little evidence for this 'substitution' proposition. There is very little difference among countries that have been stable democracies since World War II (or independence), countries that have never been democratic, and all others in various stages and directions of regime transition in this regard. We created an index (ranging from 0 to 8) that combines the above transparency dimensions to capture the extent to which NHRI websites are transparent about international legal obligations, but find very little difference on this measure across regime types (see Table 10 .3).
By comparison, many more NHRIs focus on domestic human rights law. Of the 106 NHRIs with working websites, all of them mention domestic human rights law (statutory or constitutional) though only 47 provide an accessible layperson explanation of these protections. Eighty NHRIs provide working links to the actual texts of these laws. Surprisingly, transparency regarding domestic law is not correlated in any straightforward way with regime type. We created a measure of domestic legal transparency analogous to the international measure above, and Table 10 .4 shows that there is practically no relationship between the regime type of the country that is home to the NHRI and the extent to which their website is clear about domestic human rights law. Note: the 0-6 scale is created by summing the following sub-indices: A more systematic analysis of the data confirms that the democratic nature of the regime that is home to the NHRI does not predict a high degree of transparency with respect to either international or domestic law. Table 10 .5 displays the results of a regression analysis of the correlates of legal transparency. The dependent variables in this table are the domestic law transparency score, the international law transparency score, the ratio of the latter to the former, and the total (the sum of the two scores). The average degree of democracy between 2005 and 2010 is not correlated with any of these. Similarly, transparency is not correlated with a country's democracy score for 2010, the variance in democratic governance between 2005 and 2010, or whether a country has been a stable democracy, in transition or a stable autocracy since World War II.
The two factors that seem most consistently associated with legal transparency are the age of the NHRI and the income level of the country in which it is situated. Older NHRIs are much less likely to be transparent about international legal obligations, and legal obligations in general. The younger the NHRI, the more likely it is to provide clear, accessible and thorough information about international legal obligations. Note that there is no relationship between NHRI age and domestic legal transparency alone, however. Furthermore, the higher the income level of the country home to the NHRI, the more likely the it is to thoroughly and transparently discuss human rights law, particularly international human rights law.
Transparency about Practices
A key aspect of transparency is that citizens are able to access information about their government's policies, and -even more essential -their actual practices. In the human rights area, access to information about the measures governments are taking to improve rights, as well as their shortcomings, is important if citizens are to effectively hold their government accountable. Since one of the primary purposes of NHRIs is to promote human rights, transparency should facilitate access to information about how well a government implements laws and respects the rights of its people in practice.
Transparent NHRIs should be willing to post neutral and accurate reports of their human rights record on their website. But in contrast to the large number of NHRIs that are reasonably transparent about the law, few offer performance-based information on their websites. We found that 92 of the 106 NHRIs with working websites do not mention their periodic reports to international human rights bodies. Six mentioned these reports, but did not provide working links so that private citizens could access them. Eight NHRIs do post these reports, and the links work (Germany, Sweden, France, Greece, Ireland, New Zealand, Maldives and South Korea). This kind of transparency does seem to be the special preserve of the most democratic countries: the average polity score for those that provided working access to their country reports was 9.5, while that for those with broken links was significantly lower (-2.8).
Countries that do not mention the reports at all had an average polity score of 4.4. The eight countries that posted country reports are also the only ones that provide links to the oversight committees' responses to these reports. And only Northern Ireland, Denmark, Germany, Sweden, New Zealand and the Maldives post 'shadow reports' by non-governmental groups that provide an independent assessment of government policies and practices. Furthermore, only seventeen countries provide information on international legal challenges to a State's human rights practices.
Transparency about How to Lodge a Violation Complaint
One of the primary reasons transparency is important is that it enhances the possibility that people will be able to act to protect their rights and interests. NHRIs are not only valuable institutions for promoting knowledge about rights and practices, but also for assisting citizens in understanding their options if they feel their rights have been somehow violated. This can include instructions on how to lodge a complaint with the NHRI or other appropriate national bodies, as well as how to submit individual communications to international treaty bodies. We therefore examined all NHRI websites in search of evidence that they informed citizens of available steps -both domestic and internationalto have the (alleged) violation addressed, considering both legal (judicial) as well as non-legal (mediation, investigation) options. We found that seventy-one NHRI websites made some mention of steps individuals could take if they felt their rights had been violated; thirty-five gave no guidance whatsoever. It is clear that NHRIs are much more focused on domestic rather than international options for addressing alleged rights violations. No matter how clear an NHRI tries to be in explaining available options for lodging complaints about rights violations, in many cases citizens will need further clarification or seek assistance in this process. As a final test of transparency in pursuing remedies for rights violations, we e-mailed every NHRI that had an e-mail contact address with the subject heading 'rights question' and the following message from a Yahoo! domain: '[i]f I feel my rights have been violated, how does the complaint process proceed? [signed] C.s.D'. First and foremost, we coded whether the NHRI answered this simple but vague question. Only thirty-three NHRIs answered within two months; sixty-four did not. Figure 10 .2 shows that capacity of the NHRI might explain the likelihood of receiving an answer: the higher the income category of the country, the higher the proportion of e-mails sent resulted in some kind of answer.
Of the thirty-three that responded, seventeen gave a complete and fairly useful answer. Eight said we should have contacted another person or office; four NHRIs responded with an automatic message of a general nature; and eight provided us with a personal but very vague answer. To our knowledge, none forwarded our message to another destination; nor did any discourage us from further contact.
Is Transparency Correlated with Better Rights Practices?
Our final question is whether transparency as measured by the existence and quality of information to which citizens have access matters for actual rights practices. Unfortunately our current data do not allow us to answer this question since we cannot sort out cause and effect. This is especially the case since all of our explanatory variables relating to transparency were measured in the summer and autumn of 2011, while most of the measures available on human rights practices are for the year 2009 at the latest. On the one hand, we cannot explain something observed in 2009 with a 'cause' observed in 2011. On the other hand, many of the websites explored in this research have been up and running for years, and it is at least possible if not likely that some of our measures of legal transparency were in place well before we collected out data. In the absence of a longer time series of data measuring transparency, the most we can do at this point is explore relationships between changes in practices over the past decade and recent measures of transparency. We do this by reporting correlations between recent transparency measures and recent human rights practices, controlling for practices in 2000. It is also important to admit that even in the best of circumstances, transparency -and especially the fairly narrow indicators of transparency we explore in this chapter -is likely to explain only a small fraction of any variance we see in rights practices over the past decade. Compounded with quite crude measures of rights practices themselves, we should not be surprised to see extremely weak correlations between transparency and rights improvements. This is in fact what we find. Table 10 .6 reports a series of models that regress 2009 rights measures on rights measures in 2000 and our various measures of transparency. 44 For all of these measures, we found no evidence of a positive correlation between the mere existence of an NHRI and a rights improvement. In one case -using a measure of general 'empowerment' that taps into the extent to which citizens are empowered vis-à-vis their governments -there is even a negative, albeit weak, correlation. In two cases involving physical integrity and torture (which are highly correlated with a Pearson's correlation coefficient of .81) the presence of a website is associated weakly with improved outcomes. In the case of torture, legal transparency might be weakly correlated with a slight reduction in torture. NHRIs whose websites post human rights reports (and responses) and those that answer e-mail requests for information on what to do about a potential rights violation are associated with improved workers' rights. As one might expect, the World Governance Indicator of 'voice and accountability', which measures perceptions of the extent to which a country protects certain civil and political rights such as freedom of expression and a free media, is somewhat higher for NHRIs that bother to answer e-mail inquiries. We reiterate our caution about these findings. But they do seem to point to 
Conclusion
Notably, most countries have now established some type of a national human rights institution, and a large proportion of these NHRIs employ websites to disseminate human rights information. This in itself is striking, and in this respect NHRIs have followed the general trend toward e-government adopted by many regulatory and other governmental agencies. And as with other forms of e-government, wealthier and more democratic countries with a strong rule of law or high quality civil service agencies are more likely to set up an NHRI website. Intuitively we might also expect countries with more internet users to expend more resources and effort in setting up government websites and providing more information on these sites, but we find this is only partly the case for NHRIs. Internet penetration of a country is not associated with the existence of an NHRI website, although countries with a higher percentage of internet users do tend to have NHRI websites that are more transparent, particularly with respect to domestic human rights law. While there seems to be a clear pattern in the setting up of NHRI websites, the quality and accessibility of these websites vary tremendously. NHRIs display significant differences in both the level and type of human rights transparency found on their websites. In contrast to the 'isomorphism' in NHRI structures identified by some studies, there appears to be no analogous 'isomorphism' with respect to NHRI websites. Governments may decide to establish an NHRI for any number of reasons, and the powers and independence given to an NHRI (and thus the extent to which it is permitted to be transparent) are often related to the original motive or purpose for supporting its initial creation. We believe it likely that only States already committed to improving their human rights practices will support greater NHRI transparency. And in fact, countries with better human rights practices that have ratified more international human rights conventions are slightly more likely to have transparency of human rights institutionsNHRIs which provide greater legal transparency on their websites. Interestingly though, democratic governance per se does not seem to be related to the quality and accessibility of these websites. Additionally, we recognize that in some contexts NHRIs may be subject to significant government pressure to dissuade criticism of its practices, and thus a measure of NHRI independence from the government might well be an important factor in explaining the extent to which it is able to be transparent. One useful avenue for further research would be to examine this relationship between NHRI independence and transparency.
As mentioned earlier, the UN OHCHR and other international and regional organizations have been at the forefront of the recent push for NHRI creation worldwide, largely because of the belief that these institutions are key to ensuring domestic implementation and promotion of international human rights obligations. Yet, as demonstrated above, a relatively small proportion of these institutions actually reference or provide information about international human rights obligations and processes. While this might be a bit disappointing, it is notable that those NHRIs that do rate high on international human rights transparency are institutions that have been established more recently. One possible reason that newly-established NHRIs are more likely to highlight international human rights is the fact that they may have been created in response to recent pressure from the UN OHCHR and other international bodies, who might be expected to emphasize these international obligations.
While greater transparency by an NHRI of a government's human rights practices may be desirable in and of itself, the more interesting question is whether NHRI transparency affects government compliance with a State's human rights obligations. If, as advocates of transparency argue, transparency improves governance by providing disenfranchised citizens and groups with more information to push for political change, then we would expect increased human rights transparency to provide civil society with more information around which to organize and mobilize, providing leverage to increase pressure on governments. Greater transparency would thus encourage more organization and mobilization by civil society groups, who use this information to put pressure on the government to change its human rights practices. At this time, it is impossible to empirically assess this causal argument, but as we have shown NHRI transparency is only weakly correlated with human rights improvements over the past decade. We suspect this partly may be because the existence of an NHRI -even one that provides high quality and accessible information about human rights law, practices and remedies -is not enough to guarantee short-term improvements in actual rights practices. While this type of transparency may be marginally useful and inherently desirable, its utility in changing government practices may also depend on a number of other factors, such as time, the presence of a strong civil society, a free press, or other political and civil liberties. Future research should continue to monitor the extent of transparency offered by NHRIs, to track whether in fact such transparency helps bring about longer-term improvements in human rights.
